Abstract. Mü llerian mimicry has traditionally been thought to benefit both unpalatable mimic and model species but recently its existence has been questioned. Even if both mimic and model species are unpalatable, they are unlikely to be equally unpalatable. It has been argued that the more unpalatable species will suffer a cost of increased predation because the presence of the more palatable mimic will increase its perceived palatability (by the predator), similar to that experienced by a model in Batesian mimicry. Yet, previous models of Mü llerian mimicry have assumed that a predator can discriminate perfectly between available prey. We argue that this is not the case and that discrimination error is an important factor in determining the nature of mimetic relationships. Using computer simulations we show that the nature of a mimetic relationship will depend on the trade-off between the cost of an increase in perceived palatability and the benefits of a reduction in predator discrimination error. We show that mimicry can be unequivocally Mü llerian, with both species benefiting, and propose that palatability should no longer be used as the sole defining characteristic of a mimetic relationship.
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The Association for the Study of Animal Behaviour
An important distinction in the study of mimicry has traditionally been drawn between Batesian and Mü llerian mimics. In Batesian mimicry, a palatable prey species resembles an unpalatable 'model' species and, because it degrades the protective value of the model's aposematic signal, harms the model. Batesian mimics are thus best protected when they are rare and tend to become polymorphic (Turner 1987) . In Mü llerian mimicry, a number of different species, all possessing aposematic features, resemble one another and, by 'sharing the burden of predator education' (Speed 1993), all benefit. Mü llerian mimics are least protected when they are rare and gain most when they resemble prey the predator has already learnt to avoid. Monomorphism rather than polymorphism is expected (Mallet & Singer 1987; Turner 1987; Owen et al. 1994) .
Recently, however, this distinction has been questioned. First, contrary to expectation, several examples of polymorphic Mü llerian mimics have been found (Smith et al. 1993; Owen et al. 1994; Mallet & Gilbert 1995) . Second, a classic example of a Batesian mimic, the viceroy butterfly, Limentis archippus, has appeared to blur the distinction. The viceroy has turned out to be more unpalatable than its presumed 'models', the monarch and queen butterflies, Danaus plexippus and Danaus gilippus (Ritland 1991a (Ritland , 1995 Ritland & Brower 1991) . It is still unclear whether the viceroy should be described as a Batesian mimic or, as Poulton (1909) suggested, a Mü llerian mimic (Guilford 1991; Rothschild 1991; Ritland 1995) . Third, Speed (1993) argued on theoretical grounds that there is no such thing as Mü llerian mimicry except in the unlikely event that all participating species are exactly equal in their degree of palatability. His computer simulations showed that even small discrepancies in palatability between unpalatable species would result in the more unpalatable species suffering a reduction in their protection. He called the species that were slightly less unpalatable 'quasi-Batesian' mimics. We argue here that the distinction between Batesian and Mü llerian mimicry should not be made solely on the palatability of the participating species, as has been done before, because this is only one of the ways in which various species in a mimicry complex affect each other. We argue that these other factors are determined by the psychology of the 
